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This is in response to Applicant's amendment filed on June 14, 2005 in which claims 1- 
3, 9-1 1 , and 19-20 were amended and claims 21-43 were canceled. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (0 or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guess et 
al. U.S. Patent no. 6,782,400 in view of Crozier U.S. Patent no. 5,701,423. 

As per claim 1, Geuss et al. disclose "a method for importing data in a network- 
based customer relationship application, comprising "identifying data to be imported to a 
customer relationship application utilizing a network; identifying a set of predetermined 
rules associated with the customer relationship application; importing the data to the 
customer relationship application utilizing the network in accordance with the set of 
predetermined rules" (See Geuss et al. Col. 1, line 58-Col. 2, line 6., Col. 2, lines 9-16, 
lines 20-33, lines 37-43, lines 47-55, line 60-Col. 3, line 5-, Col. 3, lines 13-22., Col. 6, 
lines 9-54). In particular, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of "storing the data in 
memory accessible to the customer relationship application" (See Geuss et al. Col. 4, 
lines 15-29', Col. 5, lines 3-8). Last, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of 
"wherein fields in which the data is stored in the memory are customizable by a user" by 
providing a configuration system that allows a user to designate precise configuration 
details to locate the data to be transferred (See Geuss et al. Figure 3., Col. 6, lines 23- 
27). 

It is noted, however, Geuss did not specifically detail the claimed limitations of 
"mapping first fields for the data in the origin" to second fields for the destination and 
translating first field names of the mapped first fields to second field names of the 
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second fields and storing the imported data in memory at the destination accessible to 
the customer relationship application; wherein the mapping and translating are 
customizable by the user such that the second field names and the second fields in 
which the imported data is stored in the memory at the destination are customizable to 
the user" as recited in the instant claim 1 . On the other hand, Crazier achieved the 
aforementioned claimed features by providing a method for mapping, translating and 
dynamically reconciling data between disparate computer platforms including 
mechanisms for the dynamic reconciliations of conflicts in the data based on both the 
content of the data and on specific preferences indicated by the user of the translation 
facility. In particular, the data is translated to a common format based on the user 
specified mapping of data fields (See Crozier Abstract; Col. 4, lines 48-67; Col. 5, lines 
1-9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system Geuss et al. wherein the mechanism for data transferring 
provided thereof (See Geuss Figure 1 and corresponding text) would have incorporated 
the method for user specified mapping fields as taught by Crozier (See Crozier Figure 2 
and corresponding text). The motivation being to enhance the versatility of Geuss' et 
al. system by allowing it transfer and translate data more efficiently; thus, ensuring the 
integrity of the data imported to computer applications through the process of conflict 
resolution (See Crozier Col. 3, lines 28-30). 
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As per claim 2, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "wherein a service application for 
importing the data is generated based on the rules" (See Geuss et al. Col. 1 , line 58- 
Col. 2, line 6; Col. 2, lines 9-16, lines 20-33, lines 3743, lines 47-55, line 60-Col. 3, line 
5; Col.3, lines 13-22; Col. 6, lines 9-54). 

As per claim 3, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 2. Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "wherein the service application 
runs periodically at user-defined intervals" as import schedule rules that allows the data 
file to be imported according to a predetermined schedule 19 (See Guess et al. Col. 4, 
lines 9-12; Col. 7, lines 12-19) 

As per claim 4, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "wherein the predetermined rules 
are specified based on user interaction with an application creation program" (See 
Geuss et al. Col. 1 , line 58-Col. 2, line 6., Col. 2, lines 9-16, lines 20-33, lines 37-43, 
lines 47-55, line 60-Col. 3, line 5., Col. 3, lines 13-22; Col. 6, lines 9-54). 
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As per claim 5, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicants attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature " transforming the data" as 
translating the data (See Geuss et al. Col. 2, line 60-Col. 3, line 5). 

As per claim 6, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 5. Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 5 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of " wherein the data is 
transformed based on user-created scripting functions" through the view of (figure 6 
components 50) which allows users to designate a configuration (See Geuss et al. Col. 
6, lines 23-47). 

As per claim 7, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "exporting data from the 
customer relationship application utilizing the network" (See Geuss et al. Col. 2, lines 7- 
8). 

o 

As per claim 8, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "wherein the rules relate to at 
least one of referential integrity, required fields, and automatic sequence numbering" 
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(See Geuss et al. Figure 3, components 62, 64, 66, 68, 70 and 72) are required fields 
related to the rules for generating a report. 

As per claims 9-10, most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. provides a computer program including logic for implementing all 
the limitations of claim 1 discussed above (See Geuss et al. Col. 5, lines 47-49). 

As per claim 1 1 , Geuss et al. disclose "a method for exporting data in a network- 
based customer relationship application, comprising "identifying data to be exported 
from a customer relationship application utilizing a network, wherein the data is stored in 
memory accessible to the customer relationship application', identifying a set of 
predetermined rules associated with the customer relationship application, exporting the 
data from the customer relationship application utilizing the network in accordance with 
the set of predetermined rules" (See Geuss et al. Col. 1 Jline 58-Col. 3, line 26). Also, 
Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of "wherein fields in which the data is stored in 
the memory are customizable by a user" by providing a configuration system that allows 
a user to designate precise configuration details to locate the data to be transferred 
(See Geuss et al. Figure 3; Col. 6, lines 23-27). 

It is noted, however, Geuss did not specifically detail the claimed limitations of 
"mapping first fields for the data in the origin' to second fields for the destination and 
translating first field names of the mapped first fields to second field names of the 
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second fields and storing the imported data in memory at the destination accessible to 
the customer relationship application; wherein the mapping and translating are 
customizable by the user such that the second field names and the second fields in 
which the imported data is stored in the memory at the destination are customizable to 
the user" as recited in the instant claim 1 1 . On the other hand, Crazier achieved the 
aforementioned claimed features by providing a method for mapping, translating and 
dynamically reconciling data between disparate computer platforms including 
mechanisms for the dynamic reconciliations of conflicts in the data based on both the 
content of the data and on specific preferences indicated by the user of the translation 
facility. In particular, the data is translated to a common format based on the user 
specified mapping of data fields (See Crozier Abstract; Col. 4, lines 48-67; Col. 5, lines 
1-9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system Geuss et al. wherein the mechanism for data transferring 
provided thereof (See Geuss Figure 1 and corresponding text) would have incorporated 
the method for user specified mapping fields as taught by Crozier (See Crozier Figure 2 
and corresponding text). The motivation being to enhance the versatility of Geuss' et 
al. system by allowing it transfer and translate data more efficiently; thus, ensuring the 
integrity of the data imported to computer applications through the process of conflict 
resolution (See Crozier Col. 3, lines 28-30). 
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As per claim 12, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 1 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of wherein a service application for 
exporting the data is generated based on the rules (See Geuss et al. Col. 1 , line 58-Col. 
2, line 6., Col. 2, lines 9-16, lines 20-33, lines 37-43, lines 47-55, line 60-Col. 3, line 5, 
Col. 3, lines 1 3-22; Col. 6, lines 9-54). 

As per claim 13, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 12. Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 12 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of "wherein the service application 
runs periodically at user-defined intervals as import schedule rules that allows the data 
file to be imported according to a predetermined schedule" (See Guess et al. Col. 7, 
lines 12-19; Col. 4, lines 9-12). 

As per claim 14, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 1 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of "wherein the predetermined 
rules are specified based on user interaction with a service application creation 
program" (See Geuss et al. Col. 1, line 58-Col. 2, line 6., Col. 2, lines 9-16, lines 20-33, 
lines 37-43, lines 47-55, line 60-Col. 3, line 5., Col. 3, lines 13-22; Col. 6, lines 9-54). 



Application/Control Number: 09/945,413 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2161 

As per claim 15, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 1 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of wherein the data is transformed 
based on user-created scripting functions" through the view of (figure 6 components 50) 
which allows users to designate a configuration (See Geuss et al. Col. 6, lines 23-47). 

As per claim 16, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 15. Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 15 above. 
In addition, Geuss et al. disclose the claimed feature of "wherein the data is transformed 
based on user-created scripting functions" through the view of (figure 6 components 50) 
which allows users to designate a configuration (See Geuss et al. Col. 6, lines 23-47). 

As per claim 17, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 1 . In addition, Geuss 
et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "exporting data from the customer relationship 
application utilizing the network" (See Geuss et al. Col. 2, lines 7 r 8). 

As per claim 1 8, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1 1 . In 
addition, Geuss et al. disclosed the claimed feature of "wherein the rules relate to at 
least one of referential integrity, required fields, and automatic sequence numbering" 
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(See Geuss et al. Figure 3, components 62, 64, 66, 68, 70 and 72) are required fields 
related to the rules for generating a report. 

As per claims 19-20, most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in 
the rejection of claims 1 . Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claims 1 and 
1 1 above. In addition, Geuss et al. provides a computer program including logic for 
implementing all the limitations of claim 1 discussed above (See Geuss et al. Col. 5, 
lines 47-49). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frantz Coby whose telephone number is 571 272 4017. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Saturday 3:00PM-1 0:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571 272 4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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